The paper is intended to examine fundamental research problems connected with two processes that currently feature in urban space: demolition and regeneration as well as relationships between them seen from the perspective of diverse conceptual and theoretical approaches debated in geographic urban studies. Regeneration understood as a sequence of planned actions is about the redevelopment of degraded urban areas. Its idea is to introduce spatial, economic, social, and cultural changes in these areas to restore their social attributes, such as: improved standard of living, sustainable positive relations among various user groups, improved comfort in using the areas, and elimination of the existing inequalities. Demolition of a city means destruction of its infrastructure leading to morphological, functional, social, and cultural transformations. Knowledge about the reasons, course and effects of demolition helps us decide what types of demolition best fit given circumstances and subsequently propose effective remedy measures. By identifying relationships between demolition and regeneration in contemporary cities we can learn more about both processes and, consequently, more efficiently modernise organisation of space and its arrangement to meet the needs and requirements of present and future users. In conclusion we propose research questions which delineate the direction of further interdisciplinary studies in this field.
Introduction
Each city can be approached in two ways: as a material, physical structure which performs many functions and changes over time or as a complex social structure which uses space and also changes over time. Relationships among groups of users (residents, newcomers) as well as links between the social and material structure define a city as a space that transforms and provides a framework for the exchange of goods (material and immaterial) and services. Transformations are directly triggered by efforts involved in trying to match the material urban sphere with the needs, expectations, and requirements of people who use it. The history of cities clearly suggests that the system of culture with the hierarchy of values recognised by communities at a given stage of their development is one amongst factors that are considered important for how societies shape urban space. Thus, transformation of a city -understood as a territorial functional and spatial but also social structure -is its natural, inherent attribute and a factor, which importantly identifies the distinctiveness and individuality of settlement units. The analysis of transformations of spatial and functional as well as social and cultural structures has been a research problem taken up for years in urban geography, urban planning, and sociological studies.
Transformations of spatial and functional structures in cities and the resultant changes in their communities are effects of a complex network of reasons, circumstances, courses of events and consequences. Striving for a rational shaping of urban space, understood as a space for exchange (of tangible and intangible goods and services), is not always the outcome of a planned sequence of actions stemming from the analysis of evolving user needs and undertaken to meet them. In many instances caused by the war or natural or anthropogenic disasters the organisation and arrangement of urban space need or even must be modernised. Cities as active structures that have been in existence for many centuries either provoke conflicts or become theatres of conflicts, they experience aggression (including terrorist attacks), unrest, extreme natural phenomena and consequences of wrong decisions taken by people. The shaping of cities is a complex process that features continuously in their histories in many sorts of ways: as planned transformations that are put in place evolutionary, radically or even revolutionary as effects of unplanned events (natural or human inflicted disasters, wars and other military actions). In urban areas adjustment of space organisation and equipment to user needs is triggered by many factors. We can mention here: the size of population and their characteristics (age structure, gender composition, education, ethnic and national affiliation, religion), advancement of a given civilisation centre (economic foundations, functions of the city, population and diversity of urban institutions, type of housing, transportation network, availability of technical equipment: water supply, sewage system, etc., how public space is arranged and used), and above all, its location and functional circumstances (physical and geographic characteristics, links with other centres, importance in the settlement network at different reference levels: local, regional, supra-regional, geopolitical context: wars, conquers, local and regional conflicts). Cultural circumstances and settlement traditions of the population living in different urban areas are also important elements of the process. All of these references demonstrate that continuous spatial-functional and social-cultural transformations of cities are vital components of their continuity.
Alongside with the advancements of civilisation, housing, production, service, leisure, and transportation areas transform when it comes to their sizes, arrangement, type of housing stock, and use. Areas that do not meet user needs (irrespective of their functions) and preferences are neglected, get derelict and depopulated, idle, they stagnate and then they are gradually eliminated. This condition can be described by the term 'degradation' understood in this case as a spontaneous, unplanned and uncontrolled process of considerable loss of value (wear and tear) of physical substance (buildings and equipment) within urban space combined with the destruction or distortion of stable social bonds amongst its users. Although degradation can be observed in every city, it takes different courses depending on the specificity of local circumstances. It tackles areas performing different functions, which go to rack and ruin gradually or rapidly and usually need intervention, a remedy action aimed to introduce new organisation and arrangement of space. Contemporary cities experience different types of degradation of their spatial, functional, social, and cultural structures. Material aspect of urban degradation, i.e., the destruction of physical substance (buildings and elements of infrastructure) directly reduces the value of real estate in the area causing its stagnation followed by the failure of local businesses and other activities. Social degradation signalled by indicators such as poverty, unemployment, social exclusion, pathologies (increased crime rates) are also unfavourable phenomena as they generate conflicts among residents and other users and directly intensify material degradation. As a result, we witness a decreasing social value of an area understood as the adjustment of space organisation, its institutional capacity and aesthetics to the needs of inhabitants and users. Depending on the size of a city measured with its population, the scale of degradation evolves, together with the leading qualities and effects, in particular in the context of the loss of social value. The multiplicity of forms of degradation, which can be observed in a city with respect to physical substance and social structures produces long-term adverse consequences in space organisation and in how it is used by different groups of users. Degradation of a city belongs to processes and occurrences leading to demolition understood as destruction of its structures that produces morphological, functional, social, and cultural changes. By adopting the above interpretation of demolition for the purpose of urban studies we expand the approach to the analysis of processes and occurrences, which adversely affect urban spatial, functional, and social structures. Learning about the origins, course, and effects of demolition and identifying its types and circumstances is not only a fascinating research problem but also an opportunity to propose effective modernising solutions, which help cities better meet the needs and requirements of not only present but future users.
Investigation into the history of development of cities clearly shows that demolition makes an integral component of urban growth. Depending on the reason behind the process, we can distinguish between demolition caused by the forces of nature or by anthropogenic factors. Both types relate to the material as well as social and cultural dimension of a city. Natural and anthropogenic demolition factors may lead a city to annihilation, they may destroy it or gradually degrade its physical structures, cultural heritage, inflict an economic disaster, and force residents to leave the city which, if abandoned, goes into rack and ruin. We can mention some well-known extreme cases of immediate demolition/ruining of normally functioning cities triggered by an external factor (volcano eruption) and including total extermination of the population (Herculaneum and Pompeii). Usually urban demolition caused by the forces of nature is a shortterm rapid occurrence, difficult to predict whose intensity and scope depend, inter alia, on the strength and length of impact of the destroying factor, local circumstances, in particular the type of housing and residents' preparedness. Examples of urban demolition caused by anthropogenic factors may refer to different time intervals but ruining in this case is either deliberate or unintended. As a result, demolition may cover individual facilities, districts or all of urban physical space and destroy the social space. Knocking down buildings, elimination of jobs or leisure areas undoubtedly reduce the comfort of living to local residents and significantly restrict the number of users arriving to these urban areas. A number of actions, especially those undertaken in the time of conflict, are openly intended to destroy the social space because they include extermination or expulsion of residents. In the time of peace, demolition is encouraged by negligence and mismanagement, global economic crises, cultural transformations and other specific factors that affect life in cities. Hence, we may consider demolition against the background of a variety of consequences produced by the process, such as material destruction, unfavourable economic changes, destabilisation of population, deterioration of living conditions and the quality of life of residents, and decreased social value of the city. Demolition of buildings, as well as demolition of the social tissue, has a direct impact upon the economy and other immeasurable functions performed by the city in the field of culture or landscape. Thus, the distortion of space organisation or total eradication of components of urban landscape which cannot be restored should be highlighted as effects of human-inflicted demolition. Moreover, demolition, in particular at tangible level, sometimes reveals cultural tiers, which provide valuable content that improves our knowledge about the history of a settlement in question or discovers ruins that are traces left by past events. Demolition of culture, its values and meanings encapsulated in urban landscape quite frequently lead to strong, often dramatic conflicts among diverse user groups in cities who differ with respect to the view of world and interpretation of past events whose traces can be found in the landscape.
In principle, all the above-mentioned types of demolition call for actions geared towards stopping the process, launching remedy measures, re-building and modernising space organisation in a way specific to a particular location. All of these necessary steps involve making choices and taking decisions, which may disintegrate or integrate communities, exert an impact not just upon a given city but also at regional or supra-regional levels. It means demolition is a process, which always poses a threat to stable functioning of a city, in which it is taking place. On the other hand, one needs to bear in mind that a city could not develop without damage caused deliberately to obsolete or dysfunctional material structures, which are either worn out, or fail to meet new needs.
Outcomes of demolition are very diverse and they are not only negative as the term would suggest but can also be positive and constructive. In certain contexts and under certain circumstances destruction in a city may be creative, for instance, when material infrastructure that no longer meets user's needs is eliminated to modify space organisation and improve its arrangement. By linking directly destruction with renovation we can transform the city in one of the most efficient ways, however, we need to proceed in a manner that is coordinated and well thought over. If demolition is to become an approved element of creative transformations, it must follow specific criteria. First and foremost, we need to unambiguously find out why it is taking place, identify its territorial scope, types of action and assess consequences that have already become visible at material and social levels. Only then can we use it consciously in planning and putting in place remedies targeting dysfunctional areas of the city.
Invalid, dysfunctional areas in cities can be transformed in many ways to improve space organisation often with the involvement of demolition. Material objects and infrastructure (if they are worn out, do not match the place or malfunction) can be demolished and replaced with new ones erected to better meet new needs. Another remedy option is to preserve the existing structures (despite their dysfunctionality), however, they should be thoroughly modernised and supplemented with new objects. In the first approach, demolition is understood as the condition of material substance but also as a tool that helps transform a particular area (through demolition of existing structures), radically clear it from previous functions to enable bringing in new organisation of space. It is a creative destruction. According to the second approach, demolition refers to the condition of the substance meaning remedy measures preserve the existing structures and the scope of transformations is smaller and less radical. In a particular location, the choice between the two above-mentioned types of transformation of dysfunctional and demolished material tissue into a better organised space always depends on individual circumstances (e.g., present and planned function of a territory, its size and importance, historical value, central or peripheral location, technical condition of facilities, etc.).
It is much more complicated to transform dysfunctional social tissue, filled with conflicts (over racial, ethnic or religious issues), suffering from adverse social occurrences (unemployment, exclusion, and poverty), and pathologies (alcoholism, drug addiction, criminality). Demolition at the social level tackles people and relationships among them. Remedy process geared towards eliminating negative social occurrences is not easy as its practical implementation calls for collaboration and approval of those whom it directly targets. Besides, social changes are usually spread over time, which clearly impedes quick wins in pursuing these transformations. Due to the complexity of reasons that trigger it, social demolition is an extremely difficult challenge to designing and carrying out remedy and recovery programmes. The same can be said about cultural dimension of urban demolition. Usually it is linked directly with the destruction of material substance and coupled with existing social problems. Being a hugely complex issue, demolition not always allows us to develop a fully planned and implementable remedy process. As we have already demonstrated, although demolition may in some instances be approached as a specific opportunity for radical improvement of the current condition and elimination of problems in space organisation in the city, where it takes place, its multiple meanings and complexity necessitate multidimensional (spatial, social, cultural) detailed diagnoses and analyses to be conducted on a case by case basis.
Speaking of remedy effort undertaken in invalid, dysfunctional, degraded areas, it is worth looking at regeneration as a particularly interesting way of transforming spatial (material), functional, social, and cultural structures in cities that has been carried out in different countries for several decades already. It consists in implementing planned changes in the organisation of dysfunctional, degraded, invalid spaces in urban areas to successfully revive them as a result of a sequence of integrated spatial, economic, cultural or social actions. Regeneration always exerts multidimensional impact upon the location, in which it takes place. Depending on the local context, transformation can be driven by intra-city factors or external, often global circumstances (e.g., changes in global transportation system or relocation of some industrial activities to other regions). Regeneration is omnipresent in cities across the world; it takes a number of forms in areas performing different functions. Undoubtedly, nowadays it is one of the most frequent and the most significant ways of urban modernisation. There is an abundant research literature that addresses theoretical and empirical ways of identification of the reasons, courses, types, and effects of urban regeneration but it is dispersed across many disciplines. Studies in this area are conducted predominantly by urban geographers, urban planners, spatial planners, sociologists but also, although in a more narrow sense, by economists, social anthropologists, researchers in cultural studies, psychologists, and lawyers. Interdisciplinary nature of these research achievements devoted to regeneration results, on the one hand, from the complexity and contextual nature of the process and, on the other hand, from the complexity of a city as an organism subject to regeneration. Urban regeneration is discussed by researchers from different disciplines meaning it is examined through the lens of a variety of methodological approaches specific for these disciplines. Each of them focus mostly on a fraction of the process or selected circumstances which have shaped its origin, course, and effects.
According to urban studies, transformation is always discussed in the context of a certain area (part of a city) of unspecified size; its scale may easily range from a district (a set of blocks) to a block (including plots, streets and buildings). The substance of such transformation always consists in reviving an area in question to meet user needs (present and future) in the best possible manner. Yet, causes, course, and effects of the process Geographia Polonica 2019, 92, 1, pp. [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] are conditioned with the topographic setting and depend on where transformation actually takes place (all over the city or in one of its parts). Multidimensionality is another critical feature of the process. On many occasions authors stress that this is a crucial quality, which differentiates the above mentioned process from other forms of transformations carried out in urban space, which are restricted to technical interventions, such as, e.g., a major repair, renewal or revitalisation (Ziobrowski et al. 2000; Kaczmarek 2001 Kaczmarek , 2015 Jones & Evans 2008 , 2013 McCarthy 2007 , Leary & McCarthy 2013 . Multidimensionality of regeneration is thus decisive for its comprehensiveness understood as a coherence of different activities undertaken to revive a distressed area or an area which has ultimately lost its previous functions. In other words, the multidimensionality of regeneration consists in adopting remedy efforts not only with respect to the material substance or economic sphere but it should stimulate positive and sustainable changes within the local community.
The following four dimensions are the most often mentioned with respect to regeneration: spatial (spatial layout and the housing stock), economic (functions of a city), social, and cultural (Kaczmarek 2001). Some researchers also highlight the environmental dimension (Markowski & Stawasz 2007) , which links directly with the sustainable development idea and its importance in planning and management which has been growing since the late 20th century. Since all cities are unique, regeneration is bound with the location, in which it takes place and it is always unique, which is why regeneration programmes and ways of implementing the proposed transformations must always be developed on a case-by-case basis.
Both the above-mentioned processes: demolition and regeneration make an integral part of the history of development of cities in the world and, from that perspective, examining them is an interesting exercise. Especially fascinating are the relationships between regeneration and demolition, that is, ruining of an area as a result of natural disasters or human decisions and actions or a combination of both. The link between demolition and regeneration is obvious on the face of it: since an area is degraded it should be renewed and revived, it needs regeneration interpreted as multidimensional transformation. Different types of demolition that have been presented above generate effects, which depend on the local context of a particular location, on its physical, geographic, geopolitical, economic, social, and cultural circumstances but at the same time they trigger diverse remedy scenarios. As noted by Lévy and Lussault (2013) , from urban planning point of view demolition as a process adds on dynamics into modernisation of a city assuming it is accompanied by introducing new forms of urban space management. Contemporary approach to demolition used as a tool in regeneration is much more liberal and much more often deployed although not at such a big scale as it was the case until the 1960s in North America and in (mainly) Western Europe. By reviewing actions undertaken under the umbrella of regeneration in dynamically developing cities of South America and Asia, especially China, we may conclude that the scale of demolition used as an instrument aimed to revive urban areas there is huge. Also in Europe, in countries like the United Kingdom, France, and Germany demolition makes a vital component of urban policy. The case of Germany is interesting in this context as following reunification people would massively migrate from lands situated in the east to the western parts of the country. As a result, in territories of the former German Democratic Republic (GDR) deserted housing districts emerged (mainly built of prefabricated construction materials). Demolition deployed there to eliminate some of the obsolete housing stock became a relevant part of management rationalisation, re-urbanisation, and regeneration of cities even though concerns were raised over how the policy was implemented -in accordance with the idea of 'shrinking' or 'perforated' city (Florentin 2010).
But is it really the only one relationship between the two processes? In the light of creative destruction we may assume that under some specific circumstances demolition makes an integral part of regeneration. Transformations introduced while modernising and reviving an area may call for total eradication of the previous arrangement and equipment which for different reasons (e.g., technical shape, contamination, etc.) may not be modernised and effectively adapted to new functions. In such occasions, demolition, i.e., destruction of obsolete structures, becomes a rational instrument of the remedy process. The above described way of using demolition can be compared to a surgery as a result of which infected tissue is removed to help the organism, in our case a city, to recover.
Modification of organisation of the space of exchange which takes place in the course of demolition and regeneration is an issue which can be discussed against already classical theories in urban geography: economic base and functional structure of a city, morphological evolution or social and spatial structure of a city as well as in the context of more recent and often quoted theoretical concepts: shrinking city, compact city, sustainable city, liveable city and resilient city.
The to-date scientific achievements in contemporary urban geography help us distinguish some lines of thought and research approaches which identify contexts of mutual relations of the two processes. We can mention here works in which demolition treated as a city-forming factor is analysed in morphological aspect in the context of urban plot evolution theory (Conzen 1960 (Conzen , 1962 Koter 1979 Koter , 1990 Slater 1981 Slater , 1990 Larkham 1988 Larkham , 1991 Whitehand 1988 Whitehand , 1989 or with reference to urban space modernisation processes (Harvey 1989; Jacobs 1993; Power 1993; Mumford & Power 2002; Weber et al. 2006; Johansson 2011) , and especially the elimination of shanty houses as a tool of social control and urban policy (Weicher 1972; Furedi 1973; Chege 1981; Werlin 1981; Bauman 1983; Jackson 1985; Macharia 1992; Biles 2000; Otiso 2002 Otiso , 2005 Self 2003; Jones 2004; Davis 2006; Highsmith 2009; Hunt 2009) . Slightly different contexts of demolition and its relationships with regeneration can be found in works addressing issues such as regeneration mega-projects, gentrification (Spain 1989; Smith & DeFilippis 1999; Smith 1996; Mele 2000; Kennedy & London 2001; Betancur 2002) , uncontrolled urban heritage shrinkage and the need to preserve historically valuable structures (Abbas 2002; Xu 2004; Weber et al. 2006; Ren 2008; Siravo 2009; Shih 2010; Power 2010; Janoschka et al. 2014; McGuirk 2014; Sigler 2014; Egecioglu et al. 2016) or demolition as part of urban shrinkage (Bontje 2004; Reckien & Martinez-Fernandez 2011; Mallach 2012; Wiechmann & Palgast 2012; Wiechmann & Bontje 2013; Krzysztofik et al. 2015; Radzimski 2016) . Links between regeneration and demolition are also reflected in studies on the value of land in cities, real estate speculation, impact of different groups of economic and political interests, and urban regime theory (Fine & Lindberg 2002; Weber et al. 2006; Wu et al. 2007; Ren 2008 Ren , 2011 Ren , 2013 Ren , 2014 Johansson 2011; Visser 2010) . Researchers are also interested in seeing and presenting demolition as a sector of economy (urban mining and creative recycling), a source of recycled construction materials often used in investment projects carried out within regeneration programmes (Rosenthal & Helsley 1994; Byles 2005; Deilmann et al. 2009; Diver & Shaurette 2010; Iacoboaea et al. 2010; Hiete et al. 2011 ). Thus, we may conclude that the pool of scientific achievements emerging globally and related to regeneration and demolition treated as separate processes as well as links between the two, although vast and versatile, has been poorly systemised and organised at methodological and terminological levels.
Diversity of aspects and forms of demolition in the context of transforming urban space organisation and the functioning of a city as a social structure make it a fascinating research problem which needs to be further examined. The need for more in-depth Geographia Polonica 2019, 92, 1, pp. 5-16 studies is also evidenced by vivid discussions of researchers that take place at scientific conferences organised at the global level. Separate sessions of presentations devoted to regeneration and its relationships with demolition were recently organised during such prominent scientific conferences as the 7th Nordic Geographers Meeting in Stockholm in 2017 and the Regional Conference of the International Geographical Union in Quebec City in 2018. The preparation of this thematic issue of GEOGRAPHIA POLONICA concerning the diversity of demolition process and its relation to the urban regeneration refers to the trend. Authors of this special issue raised several research questions and problems that illustrate various contexts and approaches to the processes of demolition and urban regeneration as well as their mutual relations mentioned above. These are as follows: • The above listed issues necessitate detailed interdisciplinary field studies which would allow learning about the specificity of both processes in situ and greatly increase the validity of formulated conclusions and presented interpretations. Both processes: demolition and regeneration are multidimensional, they carry spatial, economic, social, and cultural references, they are clearly contextual, i.e., strongly bound with the place, in which they are implemented. Regeneration and demolition/ruining are contextual because cities are unique. There is nothing like two identical cities (at material, social, and cultural level) so there are no identical processes of demolition and regeneration. Contextuality is strictly conditioned by physical, geographic, social and cultural, political, economic, as well as legal and administrative factors which determine the life of each city. By considering their importance for the analysis and interpretation of the coexistence of demolition and regeneration in cities we open up the opportunity to formulate modern theoretical and planning theories about the shaping of cities of the future, which -being filled with properly organised and equipped spaces responding to user needs -will ensure sustainable comfort of living to their residents. Hauptbahnhof. Geographia Polonica, vol. 92, no. 1, 
